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The paper “A Calculation of the Credibility of Human Testimony,” which was 
published in the Philosophical Transactions for 1699 (21, 359-365), has been the 
subject of part of a recent study by Garibaldi and Pence [1991]. The purpose of 
this note is to point out that there are strong grounds for the positive identification 
of the author. 
The identity of the writer of this paper was for a long time apparently uncertain. 
Thus ca. 1830 we find Lubbock and Drinkwater-Bethune, after their discussion of 
John Craig’s Theologiae Christianae Principia Mathematics, writing 
An anonymous essay in the Philosophical Transactions of the same year, and of not much 
greater value, may perhaps be attributed to the same author. [p. 451 
(The essay mentioned is clearly that which is the subject of the present note.) This 
view was repeated in Todhunter [1865], where it was carefully reported that 
The essay is anonymous; Lubbock and Drinkwater suggest that it may be by Craig. [p. 551 
Karl Pearson, on the other hand, was not a disciple of the “Craig for author” 
school: he wrote 
Lubbock and Drinkwater suggest that it may have been by Craig. I feel practically certain 
that it was not, unless he had learnt a great deal in the 30 years which had elapsed since the 
appearance of his Mathematical Principles of Christian Theology! The man who wrote this 
paper knew how to measure probability and what is meant by the odds. He also knew 
something of insurance work. [1978,466] 
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As possible authors Pearson cites Edmund Halley, Abraham de Moivre, Francis 
Robartes, and John Arbuthnot, and after some discussion he plumps for Halley. 
An interesting footnote by E. S. Pearson on this matter states that 
Inquiries made of the Librarian of the Royal Society in 1972 suggest that no further information 
as to authorship had come to light in the last 44 years. [Pearson 1978, 461 
Yet there are a number of sources in which a more positive attribution had been 
made, the work in question being ascribed to George Hooper. Among these sources 
are Chalmers [1814], Watt [1824]-where the paper is listed under “Hooper, 
George” in the Authors Catalogue, and also under “testimony” in the Subject 
Catalogue-and Stephen and Lee [1921-19221. The first two of these sources, it 
may be noted, antedated the tract by Lubbock and Drinkwater-Bethune, while the 
third preceded Pearson’s lectures of the 1920s and 1930s. It would however be 
necessary to know, or at least to suspect, that Hooper was the author if Chalmers 
and Stephen and Lee were to be useful. (Curiously the work is not mentioned in 
Halkett and Laing 119261.) 
There is, however, a further source of information: one which is nearer in time 
to the publication of the paper, and one which I suggest leaves no doubt about the 
author. In the General Preface to Fletcher [1757] Tho. Hunt writes 
I f  any Reader should be so much a stranger to the Writings of Bishop Hooper, as to doubt the 
Genuineness of any Part of the following Collection; I beg leave to inform him, that the several 
curious Pieces, of which it is composed, were all printed by himself in his life-time, except 
two: namely, the Notes on Tertullian’s Tract against the Valentinians, and the Comment on 
the XLIXrh Chapter of Genesis. [p. I] 
The “Calculation of the Credibility of Human Testimony,” printed on pp. 127-133, 
carries on p, 129 the footnote 
This Transaction, though first published by the Author some Years after the Discourse on 
Lent, is now placed before it, on account of the relation it has to the foregoing Discourse on 
Infallibility, where the same sort of Calculation is made use of, to shew the Uncertainty of 
Oral Tradition. 
A more recent identification was made by Brown Grier, who, a decade ago, 
identified the author of “A Calculation of the Credibility of Human Testimony” 
as George Hooper. Grier’s manuscript unfortunately was never published, al- 
though its existence is noted in Kruskal 11988, 9351 and Stigler [1986, 8331. 
This George Hooper, who has appeared on the stage in response to calls of 
“Author!” was born at Grimley, Worcestershire on the 18th of November, 1640. 
He was educated at St Pauls, Westminster-school and Christ Church, Oxford; 
and, according to Chalmers, he 
distinguished himself above his contemporaries by his superior knowledge in philosophy, 
mathematics, Greek and Roman antiquities, and the oriental languages. [1814, Vol. XVII, 
1471 
Hooper rose in the Church from chaplain to Morley, bishop of Winchester, in 
1672, to bishop of Bath and Wells in 1704. While opinions of his character and 
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erudition were generally high, not all his coevals were of the same mind. But-net, for 
example, described him as “a man of learning and good conduct,” but “reserved, 
crafty, and ambitious” [Waller 1865, Vol. XI, 9361. Hooper died in Barkley, 
Somersetshire, on the 6th September, 1727. 
A further reason for the attribution of “A Calculation of the Credibility of 
Human Testimony” to Hooper is to be found in the existence of a book published 
in 1689 (or 1687, according to Watt [1824]) and entitled A Fair and Methodical 
Discussion of the First and Great Controversy between the Church of England 
and the Church of Rome Concerning the Infallible Guide. Here a nonalgebraic 
discussion of the “Calculation . . .” may be found (see the second quotation from 
Fletcher [ 17571 given above). 
However, there is a certain difficulty in the use of this work as corroboration, 
and that lies in its anonymity. The Dictionary of National Biography, Vol. IX, 
lists among “Hooper’s chief writings, which, with the exception of his sermons, 
were all published anonymously,” the Fair and Methodical Discussion . . . , and 
the book is also listed as anonymous, though ascribed to Hooper, in the National 
Union Catalogue, Halkett and Laing [ 19261 and Wing [ 1945-195 11. In Watt [ 18241 
it is merely listed under Hooper’s works. 
It seems, then, that we are forced back to the comments from Fletcher [1757] 
given above for the imputation of the Fair and Methodical Discussion . . . to 
Hooper. We must also rely on Fletcher for the attribution of the “Calculation of 
the Credibility of Human Testimony,” and I think that this anonymous tract may 
safely be attributed to Hooper. 
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